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TRANSPORTATION APPROPRIATIONS CONFERENCE/Passage

SUBJECT: Conference report to accompany the Department of Transportation and Related Agencies Appropriations
Bill for fiscal year 1996 . . . H.R. 2002. Agreeing to the report.

ACTION: CONFERENCE REPORT AGREED TO, 87-10

SYNOPSIS: The conference report to accompany H.R. 2002, the Department of Transportation and Related Agencies

Appropriations Bill for fiscal year 1996, will appropriate $12.5 billion in new budget authority (BA) for the Department o
Transportation and Related Agencies, and will set the obligational ceiling for the Highway Trust Fund at $17.5 billidrthén tota
bill will provide $37.5 billion in budget authority, trust fund ceilings, and exempt obligations. Details are provided below.

Department of Transportation budget authority, $12.624 billion, including:

e Federal Aviation Administration, $6.766 billion;

e Coast Guard, $3.375 billion;

® Federal Transit Administration, $1.276 billion; and

e Amtrak grants, $635 million.

Department of Transportation trust fund ceilings, $22.054 billion, including:

® Federal Highway Administration trust fund limitation, $17.638 billion (plus $2.332 billion in exempt obligations);

® Federal Transit Administration trust fund limitation, $2.775 billion ($1.110 billion for formula grants and $1.665 billion fo
discretionary grants); and

® Federal Aviation trust fund limitation, $1.450 billion.

Related agencies:

e National Transportation Safety Board, $39.1 million; and

® |nterstate Commerce Commission: $13.9 million for termination costs.

Miscellaneous:

® the Senate provision designating the National Highway System was deleted due to the expectation that the conference
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440, the National Highway System bill, will soon be completed;

e certain procurement and personnel laws will be suspended for the Federal Aviation Administration as of April 1, 1996 (for
related debate, see vote No. 381);

® it is the sense of the Senate that the action taken by the Government of Japan against United States air cargo and passenger
carriers violates the United States/Japan bilateral aviation agreement; and

o funds will not be used to prepare, propose, or promulgate any regulations that prescribe changes in the corporate average fuel
economy standards for light trucks.

Those favoringpassage contended:

This conference report provides a balanced and fair distribution of limited funds to meet the operational needs of the Federal
Aviation Administration, the Coast Guard, and the Federal Highway Administration. A highlight for Coast Guard fundin§@®that $
million will be transferred from the Department of Defense to increase the Coast Guard's budget, bringing it to $110 raillion mo
than the fiscal year 1995 level. For the Federal Aviation Administration, we are pleased to note that personnel and procurement
reforms will be enacted effective April 1. For the Federal Highway Administration, this bill will provide almost $20 biflion fo
highway projects and slightly more than $4 billion for mass transit projects. Also, we note that the provision on theodesfignati
the National Highway System was deleted because we expect that S. 440, the National Highway System Designation Act, will soon
be enacted. Overall this is a very fair, balanced, and frugal conference report that merits our strong endorsement.

While favoring passagesome Senators expressed the following reservations:

In past years the Transportation Appropriations bill has been riddled with earmarks and pork. This bill contains sulestantially
earmarks. Still, we have two concerns with the earmarks that it does contain. First, some of the earmarks for profgittaénethis
originally made by the House with the stipulation that they were contingent on those projects first being authorizeduatfaat stip
was dropped. Second, some of the earmarks that are in this bill are for projects that were not in either the Houseteapss&kna
bill. We have a third objection to this report as well. That objection, which is unrelated to earmarks, is that someafrtteeimcc
this conference report are funded at levels that are higher than either House agreed to. Overall, though, this bithfgavengent
over prior year Transportation Appropriations bills, and it therefore deserves our praise and support.

Those opposinginal passage contended:

This conference report is patently unfair to rural States. In recent years, a false nostrum has gradually taken holdta the Sen
that there is something inherently corrupt about earmarking funds for highway projects. Surprisingly, no such hostiléiopad dev
toward earmarks for urban mass transit projects. This bill, in fact, contains earmarks for 31 specific rail mass traasitqutbjec
$687 million and for 81 specific bus and bus-related projects worth $333 million. Our objection is not to the earmarksifor rail
bus projects--we favor them. Urban areas need investment in public transportation projects. Such investment stimulateatdevelopm
and leads to greater prosperity. Our objection is that rural areas, which have only highway transportation, never beagfrfdom
rail earmarks. This selective hostility to highway transportation projects only is patently unfair. In protest, therefe one u
colleagues to vote against this conference report.



